purposively in accordance with the previous research upon which the current study was based 127 (see Stoker et al., 2017) . These requirements included recruiting participants: (i) of 128 elite/international standard; (ii) that belonged to a sporting program that wanted to PT; (iii) 129 that were not in a competition phase; (iv) that met regularly for training; (v) and that used a 130 venue with private training facilities. In line with these requirements, six elite athletes from 131 the Great Britain disability shooting team were invited to participate in the study. The 132 participating sport and athletes provided consent for the present research to be publicized 133 without anonymity. Initial contact was made with the Performance Director of British 134
Disability Shooting via the team Sport Psychologist. The research study was approved due to 135 the sports' desire to develop the teams' knowledge and experience of PT. Athletes 136 volunteered to participate following permission from the Performance Director and informed 137 consent was then obtained from each athlete. The participants were aged between 20 and 41 138 years (M age 28.67; SD = 8.82) and had performed at the elite level for an average of 9.83 139 years (SD = 6.34). At the time of the study, the team was beginning the initial stage of 140 preparation for a World Cup tournament. It was expected that the participants' relatively high 141 level of international experience might mean that they perceive pressure as facilitative, thus, 142 pressure might positively impact performance (cf. Oudejans & Pijpers, 2009 ). For this same 143 reason, it was anticipated that it might be challenging to identify stressors that are meaningful 144 enough to generate high levels of pressure in their elite sample. 145
Design 146
The coaching framework developed by Stoker and colleagues (2016) was adopted to 147 examine the effects of individually manipulating a task, performer, environmental, forfeit,reward or judgment stressor on the athletes' experiences of pressure. A within subject design 149 was used with 7 conditions: baseline, task, performer, environmental, forfeit, reward, and 150 judgment conditions. Across all conditions, the participants performed a moderately easy 151 shooting exercise to avoid both floor and ceiling effects once stressors were introduced. To 152 ensure that the exercise was moderately easy for the specific participants, it was required that 153 the athletes' head coach select the exercise. Specifically, in line with previous literature (e.g., 154
Stoker et al., 2017), the researchers gave clear instructions for the head coach to design a 155 shooting exercise that would be experienced by all the participants as "moderately easy". 156
There were no manipulations to the training demands of the exercise or the consequences in 157 the baseline conditions. One stressor was manipulated in isolation across all the experimental 158 conditions (i.e., in the task condition, one task stressor was manipulated). In the three demand 159 conditions (the task, performer, and environmental conditions), the manipulation of stressors 160 were designed to make the training demands moderately difficult. In the three consequences 161 conditions (the forfeit, reward, and judgment conditions), the manipulation of stressors were 162 designed to increase the perception of meaningful performance-contingent outcomes. 163
Experimental design. The study was designed in collaboration with the National 164
Governing Body of British Disability Shooting and conducted over a seven-month period. 165
Regarding the identification and designing of consequences, meetings were held with the 166 participants where they were asked to identify consequences that created pressure in training, 167 competition, social, and professional situations (Stoker et al., 2017) . The coaching framework 168 generated by Stoker et al. (2016) was used to guide the discussions and this ensured questions 169 identified specific reward, forfeit, and judgment stressors. Following these meetings, the final 170 experimental reward, forfeits, and judgments stressors were agreed upon via meetings with 171 the Coaches, Performance Director, and support staff. The demand stressors and shooting 172 exercise were designed by the coaches, and utilized their extensive knowledge of specificexercises and their athletes' capabilities. Following the piloting of the stressors and 174 conditions with athletes who were on the team but not participating in the study, none of the 175 stressors were modified for the experiment. Participation in the conditions was randomized so 176 that each participant experienced the conditions in a different sequence. 177
Shooting exercise. In each condition, participants performed an exercise that 178 involved shooting a string of 10 shots, on a 10 meter range, within 10 minutes. Participants 179 shot from either the standing, prone or kneeling position, depending on which category they 180 competed in. Five participants were rifle shooters and one performed with a pistol. In 181 conditions without consequences (i.e., the baseline, task, performer, and environmental 182 condition), the participants were not given a performance score that they were required to 183 achieve. In the consequence conditions (i.e., the forfeit, reward, and judgment condition), the 184 consequences were performance-contingent so it was necessary to introduce a required score. 185 performer stressors were required to be cognitive in nature. For example, physical pre-fatigue 196 was omitted as an option, as were physical apparatus, clothing, and equipment stressors. 197
However, the coaches identified that cognitive pre-fatigue was a suitable performer stressorthat was also ecologically valid. Following deliberation of several potential cognitive pre-199 fatigue stressors, the coaches selected the Stroop test (Stroop, 1935) . This stressor was 200 selected due to its ability to expose athletes to increased stress and mental fatigue (Provost & 201 Woodward, 1991) that could be reflective of competition (cf. Knicker 2017). In the forfeit condition, the participants were required to perform a staged media 216 conference if they did not achieve their required score. During this forfeit, the athlete was 217 required to answer questions for five minutes in front of an audience consisting of the 218 Performance Director, coaches, and some members of the management team. The questions 219 related to why they had failed to hit their required score, and the audience were primed and 220 provided with a list of questions created by the coaches, such as "why do you think you failed 221 the challenge?", to help ensure that there was a consistently tough but supportive climate (cf. 222
Bell et al., 2013) across the interviews. In the reward condition, the participant with thehighest score across all of the reward conditions received £200 at the end of the experiment 224 (Oudejans & Pijpers, 2009 ). In the judgment condition, the Performance Director was present 225 during the exercise and was positioned six feet away, facing the athlete. Participants were 226 shown a document which was used by the Performance Director to evaluate them (scores out 227 of 10) on their ability to handle the pressure of the task, ability to focus on the task, and 228 motivation towards the task (cf. Stoker et al., 2017) . 229
Measures. Previous pressure research within and outside of sport settings (e.g., 230
Kinrade, Jackson, & Ashford, 2015; Reeves et al., 2007) has assessed perceptions of 231 performance pressure using a self-report, Likert-type scale. In line with this research, a self-232 report scale was adopted in the present study where 1 indicated "no pressure" and 7 indicated 233 "extreme pressure". Additionally, as previous pressure research has examined heart-rate and confidence. The scale contained one item for each of these constructs that included: "I amcognitively anxious", "I am somatically anxious", and "I am confident". Participants rated 249 their experience of each of these items on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at 250 all) to 7 (extremely). Respondents also rated the degree to which they perceived the intensity 251 of each symptom to be either facilitative (+3) or debilitative (-3) towards performance. 252
Consistent with previous research (e.g., Stoker et al., 2017), both intensity and direction 253 dimensions were included in the instrument because of their potential to reveal different 254 insights regarding the specific impact of the stressors used in the study. Heart-rate data was 255 monitored using a Nexus-4 encoder (Mindmedia, 2004) Prior to the start of the experiment, a group session took place with all of the 268 participants. The study brief was provided to the athletes and consent was obtained. The 269 IAMS items were discussed with the participants to ensure that they understood what each 270 item represented and details regarding biofeedback measures were also discussed. In each 271 condition, the Nexus-4 encoder heart-rate monitor was attached to the participant. It was then 272 explained to the athletes that they would have 10 shots, over 10 minutes, to warm-up. Theparticipants completed an IAMS and reported their perceived pressure before having their 274 heart-rate data recorded as they performed the warm-up. This warm-up exercise was used to 275 collect baseline scores. Following the warm-up, there was a break of five minutes before the 276 participants performed the shooting exercise in a specific condition. Each participant was 277 provided details of the specific condition of the exercise, including the stressors they would 278 be exposed to, before they completed another IAMS and reported their perceived pressure. 279
Participants then completed the condition whilst their heart-rate was recorded. In each 280 condition, the participants performed the shooting exercise whilst exposed to the manipulated 281 stressor. According to the condition, some stressors were administered prior to performing 282 the shooting exercise (i.e., the performer stressor) and some were administered during the 283 performance (i.e., the beep from the sound system). In conditions where there were 284 consequences, condition-relevant stressors were delivered immediately following completion 285 of the condition, with the exception of the reward condition. In the reward condition, the 286 reward was administered on the last day of the experiment. This clause was made clear to 287 participants when they received the condition explanation. 288
The experiment took place outside of a laboratory, in an applied shooting setting, so 289 specific steps had to be taken to reduce confounding variables. The experiment took place in 290 a shooting hall that was completely secluded and thus bereft of bystander observation. 291
Excluding the judgment condition where the Performance Director was present, only the first 292 and last authors were present during the conditions. Athletes were asked not to discuss their 293 experiences with fellow participants until the study was complete. A script was followed for 294 all conditions, to ensure the same narrative was delivered to each participant. All the 295 conditions took place within the athletes' normal training hours. Athletes were restricted to 296 completing only one condition per day and the experiment took place over three weeks. 297
Data Analysis
and judgment stressors manipulated across the conditions. The dependent variables were 300 heart-rate, performance, and self-reported pressure, anxiety, and confidence. The overall 301 baseline for each participant was calculated by averaging their own scores across the six 302 warm-ups (i.e., the average of their score from the task condition warm-up, the performer 303 condition warm-up, etc.). A one-way ANOVA with repeated measures was used to identify if 304 there were differences amongst the means for pressure, heart-rate, self-reported anxiety 305 (intensity and direction), confidence (intensity and direction), and performance between each 306 pressure condition and the baseline. Partial eta squared (η p 2 ) was used as an indicator of 307 effect size for ANOVA calculations and a critical alpha level of .05 was set. Pairwise 308 comparisons (p = <0.05) were performed to identify the conditions in which significant 309 differences occurred. Bonferroni corrections were used to control for Type I error. 310
Results

311
Mean scores for perceived pressure, cognitive and somatic anxiety (intensity and 312 direction), self-reported confidence (intensity and direction), heart-rate (bpm), and 313 performance are presented below. Stoker and colleagues (2017) manipulated training demands to find pressure and anxiety 372 remained unaffected, unless consequences were also simultaneously introduced. Consideringprevious research in light of the current study, the presented findings highlight that 374 manipulating task, performer, and environmental demand-stressors had no impact on pressure 375 and anxiety experiences. Thus, in consideration of the PT coaching framework that 376 underpinned this study (Stoker et al., 2016) , these findings support previous research (Stoker 377 et al., 2017) which indicates that manipulating the demands of training, in isolation, may not 378 be effective at creating pressurized training environments. Indeed, considering the consistent 379 support for consequences, there is an argument supporting the need to ensure any demand-380 based manipulations are coupled with consequences when desiring to increase pressure. 381
In the present study, regarding the most effective stressor at producing a pressurised 382 environment, it was found that pressure and cognitive anxiety intensity were significantly 383 higher in the forfeit and judgment condition while changes in the reward condition were not 384 significant. Results therefore highlight that the potential reward (of £200) was not as 385 impactful on experiences of pressure as the forfeit of having to perform a task in front of the 386 team or the stressor of being judged by the Performance Director (PD) whilst performing. It 387 was also found that levels of cognitive anxiety in the judgment condition were interpreted as 388 significantly more debilitating than facilitating towards performance. Thus, there is an 389 indication that manipulating judgment had the most overall impact of any stressor. This 390 stressor may have had such a substantial effect on perceived pressure due to the fact that the 391 PD's opinion, given their provision over important decisions like selection, is critical to 392 success. Previous research also found support for judgment as an impactful stressor in 393 pressurised training contexts. Specifically, Mesagno and colleagues (2011) performance. Specifically, elite netballers were exposed to consequences in a PT exercise 416 and, while it was found that consequences impacted perceived pressure, they had no affect on 417 performance. However, the netballers in Stoker and colleagues' (2017) study were 418 accustomed to PT, whereas the sample in the present study did not. Hence, the specific 419 experiences of the netballers, as opposed to the shooters in the present study, may have 420 resulted in them being better equipped to manage pressure and thus provide a better 421 performance. It is possible that the mixed findings seen within the present study and previousliterature may be an indication that some participants manage pressure in such a manner that 423 performance is maintained while others do not. Indeed, this is supported by research 424 indicating that stressor familiarity facilitates better coping (Driskell & Johnston, 1998) . 425
The demand-based task stressor also impacted accuracy, supporting previous research 426 (e.g., Driskell et al., 2014) such as Stoker et al. (2017) which explored the same PT coaching 427 framework and found that manipulating the training demands negatively affected shoulder-428 passing accuracy. This previous research also discovered a significant main effect for self-429 confidence intensity but post hoc analyses did not reveal significant differences amongst the 430
conditions. Yet, observation of the means demonstrated a trend where confidence was lower 431 in conditions where performance was significantly reduced. The results of the present study 432 discovered the same finding, and wider research has indicated that better performances 433 facilitate perceptions of increased confidence (Skinner, 2013) , suggesting that confidence can 434 be affected by the standard of performance. Thus, considering this previous research and the 435 trends identified in the present study, there may be some support for the notion that demand 436 stressors can mediate confidence due to their ability to affect performance. 437
Applied Implications 438
Results of the present study revealed that pressure only increased in conditions where 439 consequences were introduced. Combining these findings with previous research (e.g., As it was found that the manipulation of demand stressors made no difference to 464 perceived pressure, findings also suggest that it might not be effective to rely upon these 465 stressors in applied settings to produce pressure. Yet, these stressors always negatively 466 impacted performance. Hence, collectively the findings indicate that demands and 467 consequences may have distinct roles when PT. Specifically, while demand stressors could be 468 critical for shaping performance, consequences appear essential for producing pressure. 469
However, previous research such as Weinberg and colleagues (2011) , supports the notion that 470 coaches may rely on more demand-based manipulations as a means for creating pressure. PT. Increasing the demand stressors was found to negatively impact performance. In 478 addition, while post hoc analyses did not reveal significant differences, a significant main 479 effect was found for self-confidence intensity and means were observed to show that 480 confidence was lower in conditions where performance was significantly reduced. In line 481
with previous research that has found similar results (e.g., Stoker et al., 2017) , and wider 482 literature indicating that performance mediates perceptions of confidence (Skinner, 2013) , the 483 present results could suggest that demands are important when pressure training for enabling 484 coaches to challenge performance and potentially mediate confidence. Also, when pressure 485 training, previous research (Stoker et al., 2016) identified that coaches used the demands of 486 training to expose athletes to challenges that mirrored competition. In this way, training 487 demands may be important for facilitating the development of the ability to perform the 488 specific skills needed for competition under pressure. Furthermore, research has suggested 489 that similarity between training and competition demands can encourage transference of 490 skills into the competition environment (e.g., Driskell et al., 2014) . Thus, training demands 491 appear to be instrumental for encouraging the transfer of skills from PT to competition. Also, 492 literature has documented that individuals can lose psychological flexibility if they are 493 repeatedly exposed to the same contextual demands due to the training task encouraging the 494 repetition of a single behaviour (Driskell & Johnston, 1998) . This is due to the athlete 495 persisting with a single response, even when the behaviour is no longer correct. Hence, by 496 varying training demands, these stressors can be used to promote adaptability andas to provide a definitive conclusion. 501
Limitations 502
Due to the difficulties associated with using an elite sample, such as limited access 503 because of their training responsibilities, only six athletes participated in the study. Thus, the 504 statistical manipulation will have been constrained by the small sample size. Another 505 limitation of the study is that the conditions and stressors used were carefully designed with 506 the specific participants in mind. Thus, caution should be taken when generalizing the 507 findings to other participants or sports. An additional limitation of the study was that the time 508 of day that the conditions took place varied. Consequently, circumstances may have led to 509 athletes performing a condition first thing in the morning or at the end of the day. This 510 scheduling challenge may have created variance in athletes' physiological and psychological 511 experiences across the conditions. However, it was planned that this limitation would be 512 counterbalanced by recording a baseline for each condition and using the average across 513 these six conditions to form the final baseline. Likewise, athletes can be asked to compete at 514 unusual times in major competitions, hence this variable also reflects the reality of elite sport. 515
Future Research 516
Methods for monitoring how individuals are experiencing a pressurised training 517 session, in real-time, might be enhanced by incorporating more biofeedback. For instance, 518 biofeedback is emerging as an increasingly popular tool in elite sport and, if further 519 investigated, could provide a means for better assessing responses to pressure. Exemplifying 520 this, previous research has revealed that heart-rate decelerates immediately prior to the 521 execution of a closed-skill, such as pistol shooting, and Lacey and Lacey (1980) theorizedwhy this occurred. Specifically, it was highlighted that this deceleration, which resulted in a 523 more effective focusing of attention and superior performance, was associated with a 524 decreased amount of feedback to the brain. In contrast, it was also theorized that heart-rate 525 would accelerate if athletes explicitly monitored their skills, such as the movements of their 526 arms during the putting stroke. With this research in mind, there is an argument for future 527 studies to investigate heart-rate deceleration and self-focus theories of choking under 528 pressure. Further research in this area could provide additional insights into 529 psychophysiological activity and thus advance our understanding of methods for monitoring 530 and managing responses under pressure. 531
In addition to advancing methods of monitoring, there is a need to conduct novel 532 studies investigating longitudinal PT interventions as currently such literature is scarce (cf. PT can reduce choking under pressure. Additionally, such research could be accompanied by 537 advances in approaches to analysis, which are also encouraged. For example, it has been 538 indicated that one route from stressor to sub-optimal performance occurs via pressure 539 increasing anxiety (Hill et al., 2010) . Exploring these relationships and evidencing this 540 progression, such as within a longitudinal PT intervention, would provide an insightful step 541 forward for PT literature that moves beyond simply tracking how these measures increase 542 and decrease over different time periods and situations. 543
Conclusion 544
Synonymous with previous research (Stoker et al., 2017) , the findings of the present 545 study revealed that pressure only increased in conditions where consequences were 546 introduced. Notably, the judgment stressor had the greatest influence of all and, thus, maypresent coaches with the most effective consequence for maximizing pressure. It was also 548 found that manipulating demand stressors in isolation did not influence pressure in any 549
condition. Yet, these stressors always negatively impacted performance. Thus, collectively 550 the findings support and build on Stoker and colleagues' (2016) framework by indicating that 551 demands and consequences can have distinct roles when PT; demand stressors could be 552 critical for shaping performance whereas consequences appear essential for producing 553 pressure. These findings have important applied implications. First, previous research 554 suggested that coaches might rely on demands, not consequences, to produce pressure (cf. 555
Weinberg et al., 2011). Second, literature has predominantly indicated consequences are 556 important, but not essential, when creating pressure (e.g., Oudejans & Pijpers, 2009) . 557
Therefore, there may be a need to expand knowledge in applied and scientific arenas 558 regarding the potentially distinct roles of demands and consequences when PT. In light of 559 these points, the results of the present study contribute findings to underpin methods for 560 systematically creating and exposing athletes to PT environments. However, literature on this 561 topic is still in its infancy and additional theory must be developed to ensure applied PT 562 research is underpinned with comprehensive and empirical evidence. 563 564 565 566
